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Cases Reported this Week. 


Black burn Philanthropic Assurance Co. (Lim.), Re . 
Griggs, Re. Ex parte The School Board for London 
Macdonald, Deakin, & Jones, Re, Ex parte The Trustee 
Pathe Freres Cinema (Lim.) v. United Electric Theatres 
Willerferce’s Trusts, Re. Wilberforce v. Wilberforce 


Current Topics. 


The Military Law of Siege. 

Ir Is regrettable that practically nothing was effected by the 
Hague Conference to moderate the barbarous rights still con- 
ferred by the laws and usages of war upon a besieging force. 
Such a force is entitled to, and habitually exercises, the right of 
doing many acts which cannot be justified on grounds that 
appeal to civilized men. A besieging force may refuse permis- 
sion to non-combatants, and even to neutrals, to leave the town 
after the siege commences ; indeed, the presence of such persons 
in the place attacked is regarded as essential to its reduction by 
starvation. In practice, however, this stern rule is not always 
enacted; in 1870 the German besiegers of Strassburg and 
Belfort permitted the Frengh women, children and sick to leave 
the besieged towns. If the Kaiser would imitate in this respect 
the wise humanity of his grandfather, and forgo some part of 
the rights conferred on him by the supposed exigencies of 
military necessity, he would do something to mitigate the com- 
demnation passed on him as the pegce-breaker of Europe by 
the preponderant voice of public opinion in all quarters of the 
globe. 


The Bombardment of Antwerp, 

WE ARE sorry that the German Commander in-Chief has 
preferred to exact his full legal rights in connection with 
Antwerp rather than subordinate military to humantarian 
considerations. The bombardment of a town with modern 
weapons, whether fortified or not, is one of the cruellest episodes 
in warfare, especially since much of the suffering falls on non- 
combatants. It must be admitted, however, that the Germans 
are within their rights under the rules of International Law and 
under military usage in bombarding a fortified town such as 
Antwerp. The bombardment of unfortified towns, on the other 
hand, is now prohibited by Article 25 of the Hague Regulations, 
where it is enacted that “the attack or bombardment /y any 
means whatever, of towns, villages, habitations or buildings 
which are not defended, is prohibited.” The words “by any means 
whatever” were inserted by the Second Peace Conference to 
include bombardment by aircraft. No legal duty exists on the part 
of the besieging force to restrict bombardment to fortifications 
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only ; indeed, the destruction of private and public buildings ina 
fortified town bas always been considered lawful (Oppenheim, 
Part IL, p. 195). But by Article 27 of the Hague Regulations 
the besieger is bound, so far as he possibly can, to avoid inten 
tionally bombarding hospitals, ancient monuments, and other 
buildings devoted to religion, art, science, or charity, unless 
military use of them is made by the defenders. 


The Brussels Contribution, 


WE FEAR, however, that the German Emperor and his military 
advisers are disposed rather to exact their pound of flesh to the 
uttermost farthing to which their claim can be pressed under 
the rules of International Law, than to move in a progressive 
and humanitarian direction. The large contribution levied upon 
Brussels seems to point to this. There are two rights which a 
successful invader can legally exercise as against the inhabitants 
of an invaded country—namely, the right of making requisitions, 
with or without payment, of stores and quarters for the use of 
his forces, and the right of levying contributions on the 
inhabitants of territory he occupies for the same purpose. At 
the dawn of International Law, indeed, in the days of Grorius, 
all theenemy’s property on land or sea was regarded as the 
victor’s property—in other words, the right of pillage was 
recognized and practised. Bat in the seventeenth century the 
growth of humane sentiment gradually established the modern 
rule that only the private property of enemy subjects at sea in 
enemy ships is liable to capture; on land it is protected. On 
land, indeed, an invader’s rights are limited to(i) the seizure of 
public property, ¢.g., funds in the treasury and taxes belonging 
to the enemy; (2) the making of requisitions on inhabitants 


for stores and billeting of troops actually stationed in 
the locality ; and (3) the levying of contributions 
on towns and districts for a similar purpose. During 


the nineteenth century it became recognized that contributions 
should not be taken by irregular means ; they should be limited 
to sums required for the provisioning of troops and the admin 
istration of the locality seized ; and receipts for sums levied 
should be given to each inhabitant (¢ )ppenheim, Vol. I1., Part IL., 
1(7)). But until the twentieth century no rule was recognized 
in practice or theory which imposed any limit on the amount 
raised by the invader, either by reference to the sums required 
for provisioning bis troops or in proportion to the resources of the 
district. But in 1907 the Hague Conference modified the old 
rule in a progressive direction. By articles 49 and 51 of the 
Hague Regulations it is enacted that contributions must not be 
demanded extortionately, but exclusively for the needs of the 
army or the administration of the locality. Article 50 of the 
Hague Regulations (by this phrase we mean the rules of war 
laid down in Convention 1V. the Peace Conference, 1907), ex 
pressly says that no contribution in the nature of a fine or 
penalty shall be levied on a locality for the faults of individual 
inhabitants. It is difficult to see how the heavy contribution 
demanded by the Germans can be regarded as other than “ ex- 
tortionate,” and therefore forbidden by the regulations, 


The Burgomaster’s Proclamation. 


FIFTEEN ARTICLES of the fourth convention laid down by the 
Hague Conference, namely, Section III., Articles 42-56, set out 
the rights of non-combatants in places occupied by the enemy. 
The section is styled: Li sur Le de 
l’rtat A dignified but pathetic reference to those rights 
of conquered citizens is contained in the Proclamation issued by 
the Burgomaster of Brussels upon its surrender to the Germans. 
He points out that invaders cannot compel the vanquished 
citizens to give them information of a military nature or to 
assist their military operations ; this is covered, more or less, by 
Articles 42 to 45. He points out that their rights of person and 
property are prote: ted, as well as their family honour (Articles 
15 to 47). On the other hand, the inhabitants must offer no 
warlike resistance to the invaders. We think that the Germans 
acted fairly and reasonably in leaving the ordinary administra- 
tion of atfairs in the Burgomaster’s capable hands, and it is 
pleasant to think that no charges of violence to defenceless 
citizens are recorded in respect of Brussels, 
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German and Austrian Banks. 

A GooD deal of misconception as to the position of Gernian 
and Austrian banks in England - still prevails in legal and 
commercial circles. These banks have been licensed to carry on 
their usual banking trade in England under the supervision of 
Sir WILLIAM PLENDER, and business so carried on by them is in 
exactly the same position as if they were British banks. But 
many persons assume that these banks cannot enter into any 
transaction without the express authority of Sir WILLIAM 
PLENDER, and in order to counteract this mistaken impression 
Sir WILLIAM has sent a letter to the Press stating that, in the 
absence of an express veto communicated by him, usual banking 
transactions with and by the banks are to be regarded as 
authorized by him. Of course, there is one point to be con- 
sidered by private firms or banks which are requested by the 
licensed banks to reaccept ante-bellum bills drawn upon them for 
value received by firms whose trade-domicil is in Germany or 
Austria. If the licensed banks are not themselves holders of the 
bills in their own right, but are merely collecting agents for the 
enemy firms, then the debt is automatically suspended until 
conclusion of hostilities, and need not be met now. On the 
other hand, when the contract is so suspended, there is no 
iliegality in meeting the bill even when the true holder has his 
trade domici! in the enemy’s country. This is pointed out by a 
Treasury Memorandum which we discuss elsewhere. 


Neutral Collecting Banks. 


ANOTHER PRACTICAL difficulty which is vexing our bankers 
at present is the fact that banks in neutral countries, such as 
Holland, Denmark and Switzerland, have been presenting to 
British banks and traders cheques or bills payable in this 
country but drawn by firmsin Germany or Austria. The neutral 
banks have became indorsees of such bills since war broke out, 
whether as holders in their own right or, as is more probably the 
commoner case, as collecting agents for the foreign firms. Now, 
it is clear that where the neutral banks are only collecting agents 
their position is no stronger than that of their foreign principals ; 
i.e., the debt is suspended until the war is over. When they 
are actual purchasers of the bills, however, distinction must be 
drawn according as they acquired the bill for value before or 
after the commencement of hostilities. In the latter case they 
took the bill with notice that enforcement of it was automatically 
suspended by the war, and although no authority seems to exist 
on the point, we feel sure on grounds of principle that they 
take the bill “subject to the equities,” 2.¢. subject to this 
suspension of enforcement during hostilities. Where, however, 
either a neutral holder, a British holder, or even an alien enemy 
licensed to reside in this country, is the holder in his own right 
of a foreign bill or cheque indorsed over to him before commence- 
ment of hostilities, we are of opinion that he is entitled to sue upon 
it at once. The contract between the British acceptor and the 
alien enemy who drew the bill is suspended by war, but not the 
implied contract between the friendly holder in due course and 
the acceptor. 


President Wilson’s Shipping Proposals. 


THE LOVE of justice and uprightness of conduct which always 
has characterized the dealings of President WoopRow WILSON 
in International affairs, videlicet the heroic conscientiousness with 
which be faced popular clamour and personal unpopularity in 
order to secure the repeal of the Panama Canal Act so far as it 
infringed the Hay-Pauncefote Treaty with Great Britain, makes 
us confident that he will observe, in spirit as well as in the letter, 
the laws of neutrality as between Germany and England. We 
feel certain, therefore, that his proposal to purchase a number of 
German-American liners from that state is not intended in any 
way to assist Germany in waging her European warfare. In 
fact President WILSON’s refusal to sanction the raising of 
foreign loans in America sufficiently indicates his lona fides in 
the matter. No doubt the proposed purchase is intended only 
to protect and encourage American trade and convey American 
passengers, both of which have, hitherto, largely depended on 
the German trans-oceanic liners. At the same time, there are 
grave objections in International Law to the proposed purchases, 
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and some grounds of expediency which render it a doubtful 
experiment. As Senator LODGE points out, such vessels will 
become part of the U.S. Navy, yet retain their character of 
merchant vessels. Now merchant vessels of a neutral are subject 
under International Law to the right of search for contraband 
of war; no such right to search neutral vessels exists or ever 
has been asserted since the American-English War of 1812. Come 
plications and misunderstandings between America and Britain 
might well arise on this point. We cannot help thinking it 
. would be wise of the President to use the purchased vessels, if 
the U.S. does decide to purchase them, solely for the Latin- 
American trade of his country. 


A Problem in Partnership Law. 

In tHe Vacation Courts last week a curious point, likely to 
arise again, came before Mr. Justice SHEARMAN, in the case of 
Feldt vy. Chamberlain and Another (ante, p. 788).~ The application 
related to a partnership constituted for the purpose of selling 
ostrich feathers in Germany--an object which obviously became 
impossible of performance upon the outbreak of war. It would 
seem then, on the well-known principle of Zaylor v. Caldwell 
(3 B. & §S. 826)—which decided that subsequent impossi- 
bility of performance not contemplated nor brought about by 
either party, terminates a contract—that the partnership 
automatically terminated on the outbreak of hostilities ; for a 
partnership is simply a complex contract of mutual agency 
between the parties, or as it is sometimes called « contract of 
association. Eventually, Mr. Justice SHEARMAN took this view, 
and appointed one of the partners a receiver of the partnership 
business upon security being given. 


Foreign and English Partners. 


Mr. JUSTICE SHEARMAN, however, was pressed to regard the 
partnership as dissolved for a very different reason. There were, 
in fact, three partners, one of whom was a German, who had 
gone to serve his country in war. Now there is no doubt what 
ever on the authorities that a partnership between a British 
subject and an alien enemy resident or trading in the enemy’s 
country dissolves automatically on the outbreak of war: Griswold 
v. Boddington (1819, 6 Johnson, 438), a well-known American 
case, and LEsposiio v. Bowden (1857, 7 E. & B. 763). Indeed, 
such a relationship is simply one case of a general rule—-that 
executory contracts with alien enemies are termirated on the 
outbreak of hostilities. But what about the two English 
partners ? Does their partnership dissolve also, merely because 
their mutual relationship with a third partner has ceased? There 
is no authority to that effect, and it is opposed to principle. 
This is clearly seen when it is remembered that the relationship 
of partnership between British subject and alien enemy is 
dissolved, not because it is a relationship of status, but because it 
is supported by a continuing contract—that of mutual agency 
which has terminated by becoming impossible of performance. 
The relationship of partnership between the two remaining 
British partners is also founded on and supported by a 
continuing contract of mutual agency between each other; but 
this contract does not necessarily become impossible of perform- 
ance merely because a third partner has ceased to be such. 
Therefore there is no reason why it should cease, or the partner- 
ship dissolve ; the position is really analogous to that of partners 
who have lost a third partner by death. We therefore think 
that Mr. Justice SHEARMAN rightly refused to regard an English 
partnership as at an end merely because the British partners 
have lost a German colleague. Of course, in the actual case on 
which we comment, the outbreak of war—not the disappearance 
of the alien enemy partner—rendered impossible the performance 
of the partnership objects, and so dissolved it ; but this was due, 
not to any general rule applicable to such partnerships, but 
simply because the partners’ business was one rendered illegal 
by a state of war. 


The Legal Representation of Alien Enemies. 


A poINT of some slight interest arises out of a decision of 
Master MACDONALD in chambers in Fabrik Elastischer Gluekkoc per 
vy. Tinpu rial Lamp Works (Brimsdown) (Limited) (ante, p. 788) 
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The plaintiffs, a German firm, and the defendants, a British Com- 
pany, had an action pending in the High Court when war broke 
out. Such actions, of course, are automatically stayed by the 
outbreak of war (Le Bret vy. Papillon, 1804, 4 East, 502). Here 
an application for direction as to the action was made to the 
master, and he granted an order to stay, with liberty to apply. 
But the interesting point is that counsel, instructed by a solicitor 
on behalf of the plaintiffs, appeared at chambers and was heard 
by the master. Now it is settled law that, after the outbreak of 
hostilities, no alien enemy can appear as a party in our courts in 
civil proceedings, either as plaintiff or as defendant (brandon v. 
Nesbitt, 1794, 6 T. R. 23). If an alien enemy cannot appear and 
be heard it would seem that neither can a solicitor or counsel 
appear for him. Indeed, when a solicitor does appear, it is argu- 
able that he makes himself liable for the costs of the action on 
the well-known principle of Collen v. Wright (1857, 8 BE. & B. 
647), as followed and extended in Vnaye v. Toynbee (1910, 1 K. B. 
215). In the latter case, where a solicitor was retained to defend 
an action by a client who, although his solicitor did not know it, 
had previously been certified as of unsound mind, and where the 
solicitor had entered an appearanco for his lunatic client, it was 
held that he thereby became liable to the other side for the costs 
thrown away as a result of the abortive appearance. For an 
agent warrants that he has a principal with capacity to give him 
the instructions on which he acts, and if, in fact, he has no such 
principal—however little the fault may be his—he is liable for 
breach of warranty of authority to any person who deals with 
him on the faith of his warranty. Where a solicitor appears for 
a person who is an alien enemy, and so incapacitated to instruct 
a solicitor during the continuance of hostilities, it is arguable 
that the same rule applies. 


The Aliens Act and Orders. 

We REGRET that at present considerations of space prevent 
us from printing any of the three orders, the first of which has a 
lengthy schedule of places and areas forbidden for the residence 
of alien enemies, made under the Aliens Act. Order I., as is well 
known, provides for the compulsory registration of aliens, and 
lays down conditions which they must observe. Order II, gives 
a licence to alien enemics to carry on banking business under 
the supervision of an officer appointed by the Secretary of State, 
and makes one or two minor amendments of the first order. 
Order III. again makes some small amendments in detail of the 
first order ; in particular it adds “ motor-boats, yachts, telephone 
installations, cameras, and military maps, charts, and handbooks ” 
to the list of articles which an alien was by the previous order 
forbidden to possess. | We,hope that at an early date His Majesty 
in Council, by the issue of a further order conferring on registered 
aliens an express licence to reside and trade in Britain during 
good behaviour and subject to any necessary limitations, will 
clear up a question of great obscurity and ditference of opinion 
among the legal advisers of registered, aliens and their business 
customers. 


Soldiers’ Informal Wills. 


Wr have all become so accustomed to associate wills with the 
stringent regulations and requirements laid down by the Wills 
Act that it may come as a surprise to many of us to find that a 
soldier’s will is regulated by the old rules of testamentary 
disposition as they existed prior to the passing of the Statute of 
Frauds. A soldier on active service—or to use the words of the 
Wills Act, in actual military service—may disregard the 
provisions of the Wills Act. His will is not subject to any 
statutory formalities or solemnities at all. He may dispose of 
his personal estate without even putting pen to paper. He need 
not even have seen the document which eventually the court 
may admit to probate. He may dispose of his perscnal estate by 
means of a mere informal letter. He requires no witnesses to 
subscribe the will in his presence. Nor need he be of full age to 
make an effective testamentary disposition of his personalty. _ 
It has been said that this privilege or benefit of free will 
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not a mere fantiful suggestion. It appears to be well founded 
in point of legal history. The Roman law required the 
observance of numerous solemnities in the making of wills, 
But by soldiers, under certain cireumstances, were 
exempt from these strict rules. The authorities agree that this 
exemption did not exist prior to the campaigns of Casar. Sir 
Hervert Fustin Drummond vy. Parish (1843, 3 Curt. 522), said 
that the requiring the same rigid formalities as 
regards the wills of in the case of the wills of civilians 
mtre | l ed from the at d this was also the 

FRANCIS 


wills made 


conceptio 1or not 
soldiers a 


was clearly Roman law: 


view of Sit JEUNE, as expressed in the two more 
recent cases of Gut/ward v. Knee (1902, L. R. P. 99) and Jn bonis 
fli (1901, L. R. P. 78) 


The Roman origin of this exemption in favour of soldiers’ wills 


has been reflected in the manner in which the courts have con- 
strued the words of section 11 of the Wills Act. It is that 
section which preserves the exemption. It provides that any 


being in accual military 
personal estate as he might have done before the making of the 
Act The of the very similar to those of 
section 22 of the Statute of Frauds. lhe latter section provided 
that, notwithstanding that Act, any soldier being in actual 
military servi might moveables, wages and 


soldier service may dispose of his 


words section 


are 


i 
dispose o! us 


personal estate, as he might have done before the making of that 
Act. Wills of soldiers made while in actual military service are, 
therefore, unaffected by the provisions ot the Statute of Frauds 
as well ai by those of the Wills Act. There are no more 
formalities necessary for the making of such wills than there 
were bofore the passing of the Statute of Frauds. It follows, 


In as mucha 
oznized and enforce! prior to the Statute of Frauds, 
be made at the present day. 
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A nuncupative will i 
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one depending on the testimony of wit 
nesses present when it was declared by the testator. 
It is really an oral Witnesses are, of course, necessary, for 
when the testator is dead and gone there would be no other channel 
for information and no other method of testifying to the purport 
of the will gave for 
much deception [he removal of this mischief was one of the 
aims of the Statute of Frauds. That Act imposed such severe 
regulations upon the making of nuncupative wills that this form 
of will went out of vogue altogether, although the statute was 

A nuncupative will made by a 
regiment in South Africa during the South 
African War was admitted to probate in the comparatively recent 
case of Jn the G of (1903, L. Rt. P. 243). The will in 
that case consisted of a note taken down in writing of a verbal 
declaration made by the The commanding officer had 
directed squ idron oflicers to ascertain the names of the next-of 
kin of all men under their commands, or the person to whom each 
man desired his effects to be in the event of death. The 
deceased stated that in the event of his death in South Africa he 
desired all his elle-ts to be “ eredited 
JEUNE held that the document embodying this request or direction 
was a testamentary do and his lordship granted letters 
of administration with this document (as the will) annexed. 


the tim 
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will. It is obvious that this form of scope 


not aimed at its entire abolition. 
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No person can, as a rule, make an effective will unless he has 
attained his majority. Section 7 of the Wills Act lays it down 
that no will made by any person under the age of twenty-one 
years shall be valid. Under the old law, as it stood before that 
statute was passed, any person over the age of fourteen years 
could have made a valid will of personal estate, ] 
law as regards the wills of soldiers made while in active military 
service. In another case arising out of the South African war— 
In the Goods of Liscock (1901, L. R. P. 78)—the court grantcd 
probate of a will made by a soldier in barracks at Chichester, 
while a minor. The deceased had volunteered for active service 
and bad been medically examined and passed as fit. He made 
the willa few days before he embarked for South Africa. 


rey 


Sj . 4” t “4 | ° . . ® 
ir FRANCIS | entitled to the privilege of making a will without observing the 


| formalities proscribed by the Wills Act of 1837. 





| Expeditionary Force. 


testator never signed the document. In (Gattward v. Knee (1902, 
L. R. P. 99) the will consisted of a letter written by the testator 
to a beneficiary. In the case of Jn bonis Phipps (1840, 2 Curt. 
368) the will consisted of a document in the form of a letter 
written to a solicitor, but never actually sent. The document 


was found amongst the testator’s papers after his death. It was 
signed, and in his own handwriting, but was unattested. Again 


in, the case of Ja bonis Tweedale (1874, L. R. 3 P. D. 204) the 
unattested will of an Indian officer was~admitted to probate. 

As already intimated, the Roman origin of this exemption is 
shewn in the manner the courts have construed section 11 of the 
Wills Act. Our courts have adopted the Roman principle that 
the exemption only applied to soldiers who were on an expedi- 
tion. Thus, Sir Hersert Fust in Drummond v. Parish (1843, 
3 Curt. 522), gave it as his opinion that the words “ actual 
military service” had been inserted to confine the privilege to 
soldiers on an expedition. But it is quite clear that the being 
on an actual expedition is not essential to bring the case within 
section 11. Thus, in the case of Jn bonis Hiscock (sup.), the 
testator when he made his will was actually in barracks at 
Chichester—the headquarters of his battalion. He subsequently 
embarked for South Africa and eventually died from the effects 
of a wound received in battle. 

In the last mentioned case Sir Francis JEUNE discussed 
the nature of the qualification for the privilege in question. In 
his lordship’s view two things were essential. First, that a state 
of war should subsist. Secondly, that some active step should 
be tiken by the testator towards joining the forces in the field. 
The step might be a small one, both as regards p'ace and time. 
In the case of invasion or civil war, circumstances which were 
no doubt more present to the minds of the persons who framed 
the laws of this country in the time of CHARLEs II. than they 
were to the persons who framed the Wills Act, 1837—the step 
might, as Sir Francis JEUNE pointed out, be merely that a 
man was taken from his home to: man the walls or defences of 


his own native town. “In the case of invasion,” said his 
lordship, “I should imagine, for instance, that a man 
living at Dover, and who was called upon to go into 


the fortifications at Dover, and to assist in the defence, would 
have been within the meaning of the term in expedition 
or ‘actual military service,’ although the movement made or 
step taken by him would be small in point both of time and 
locality or distance.” The same learned judge somewhat 
extended this definition in Gattward v. Knee (supra) expressing 
and acting on the view that an order for mobilization might be 
fairly taken as a commandment of that which in Roman law was 
expressed by the words in expeditione; and that although the 
testator himself might not have done anything under it, yet the 
order for mobilization so altered his position as practicaily to 
piace him én expeditione. 

In view of the foregoing authorities it would seem that a very 
large portion of our regular and territorial forces would be held 


a ae 
This privilege 


would undoubtedly extend to all those now forming the 
It would certainly not be confined to 


| 
| them, 


This is still the | 


Writtsn wills made by soldiers have been often admitted to | 


probate, notwithstanding what would have been fatal to the 
validity of the document as a civilian’s will, namely, the absence 
of witnesses and the absence even of the testator’s signature. 
Thus, in the case of Jn the Goods of Scott, mentioned above, the 








[ Ve propose to continue the arlicleson Prize Law in our issue of the 
12th Septe mber ] 








The following letter appeared in the Vimes of 17th of August : 


‘Sir,—In order to restart the whole of commerce, several things 
would be of great assistance. (1) The reduction of cable charges for 
plain word telegrams. (2) Permission to use registered telegraphi: 


addresses, especially such as have been in existence and constant use 
for several years. (3) Permission amongst British subjects to use codes 
to and from the East. (4) The speedy decision of prize courts in 
order that impounded cargoes may be set free before they deteriorate, 
and the steamers be able by their competition to pr.vent the undue 
raising of freights. It is necessary anyhow that these money-making 
machines should be utilized as quickly as possible for the benefit of the 
national finances,—East India Merchant.’* 
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Contracts under War Conditions. 


II. 
THe TREASURY MEMORANDUM CONCERNING ALIENS. 


Since last week the Treasury has issued an official memoran- 
dum containing an explanation for the guidance of traders of 
certain points affecting dealings with aliens. This memorandum 
adds nothing in substance to the points we have already dealt 
with, but its arrangement is different, and it will be convenient 
to set out the principles laid down by it in its own language 
with the addition of such comment as is likely to be useful. 
The memorandum concludes with the following note :— 

“This explanation is issued in order to promote confidence 
and certainty in British commercial transactions ; but it must 
be understood that, in case of need, the Government will still 
be free to impose stricter regulations or special prohibitions in 
the national interest.” 

There are four rules laid down in the memorandum, and the 
language in which they are laid down is rather vague. The first 
rule, in particular, might be expressed in a more concrete way. 
It is set out in these terms :— 

(1) For the purpose of deciding what transactions with 
foreign traders are permitted, the important thing is to consider 
where the foreign trader resides and carries on business, and not 
the nationality of the foreign trader. 

The point of this rule will be apparent to readers of our 
previous article. It is referring, of course, to post-bellum inter- 
course with the enemy. It is concerned only with the legality 
or illegality of trading with alien enemies, and not with the 
much larger question as to whether or not post-bellum contracts 
made with alien enemies are enforceable in our courts either now 
or upon the conclusion of the war. Illegal or forbidden contracts 
with alien enemies are misdemeanours, and they include all post- 
bellum intercourse—except such as is licensed by the Crown— 
with persons, whether natural or artificial, whether enemy’s 
subjects, neu‘ral subjects, or British subjects, resident or carrying 
on trade in Germany or Austria. As we pointed out last week, 
although all post-bellum intercourse with such persons so resident 
is at law illegal and a misdemeanour, yet, as a matter of fact, 
the Royal Proclamations relating to Germany and Austria- 
Hungary (ante, p. 785) have authorized intercourse with such 
persons, and so have legalized it, except in the five cases we 
enumerated (ante, p. 779). 

On the other hand, even at common law, intercourse and trade 
with alien enemies resident or trading in Britain or a neutral 
country is in no way illegal, although all post-bellum contracts 
made with such aliens, unless they reside in this country under 
the express or implicit licence of the Crown, are unenforceable 
during the continuance of war: Brandon vy. Nesbitt (1794, 6 T. R. 
23). Some text-books have gone so far as to say that post-bellum 
agreements made with an alien enemy, resident here without 
licence, are not merely unenforceable during the continuance of 
hostilities, but absolutely void a) initio, and this view is adopted 
by Mr. Ernest Schuster (Effect of War on Commercial Tran- 
sactions, p. 11). But there is no decided case to this effect, and 
it is clearly contradicted by an obiter dictum of Lord LinpLEy in 
the leading case of Jansen v. Dreifontein Consolidated Mines 
(Limited) (1902, A. C. 484). “When considering questions 
arising with an alien enemy,” he says (at p. 505), “it is not the 
nationality of a person, but his place of business during war 
that is important. . The subject of a State at war with 
this country, but who is carrying on business here or in a foreign 
neutral country, is not treated as an alien enemy ; the validity of 
his contracts does not depend on his nationality, nor even what 

is his real domicil, but on the place or places in which he carries 
on his business or businesses.” It has been suggested by various 
commentators on this obiter that Lord LINDLEY was referring to 
an alien residing here under the licence of the Crown, and not to 
an unlicensed alien enemy! But there is nothing in the case or 
the context to support any such narrow interpretation. We 
believe Lord LINDLEY meant that post-bellum contracts with any 
alien enemy resident in Britain or a neutral country, even with- 


3ut, of course, unless such alien enemy is licensed, he cannot sue 
or be sued, or appear in any way as a party in our courts in civil 
proceedings, until war is over : Alcinous v. Nigreu (1854, 4 E. & B. 
217). 

It will be seen, then, that posf-lellum contracts with alien 
enemies may be either (1) illegal and void, or (2) valid but 
unenforceable during war, (3) valid and immediately enforceable. 
The first case is that of a post-bellum contract with a person 
resident or trading in the enemy’s country. The second case 
is that of a post-bellum contract made with an enemy’s subject 
resident without a licence in the British Empire or a neutral 
country. The third case is that; of a post-bellum contract made 
with an enemy’s subject possessed of an express or implied 
licence to reside and trade here. Among such licensed German 
and Austrian subjects are the Deutsche Bank, Dresdner Bank, 
and the Discontre Gesselschaft, which have received an express 
licence to carry on their usual banking business in England 
under the supervision ofa nominee of the Treasury, namely, Sir 
WILLIAM PLENDER (ante, p. 764). Whether aliens registered 
under the Aliens Restriction Act and Order come within the class 
of licensed aliens, so as to make their contracts both valid and 
enforceable, or merely within that of unlicensed alien enemies— 
in which case post bellum contracts with them are valid but not 
enforceable on either side until conclusion of peace—is a vexed 
question among lawyers. Unfortunately the Treasury 
Memorandum is silent on the point, but we hope that a new 
order will soon remove doubts by conferring on such registered 
aliens an express licence to reside and trade here. We have 
already expressed our own view, that the Aliens Restriction 
Order, No. 1, confers upon Germans and Austrians who register 
under it, and comply with its conditions, an implied licence to 
reside and trade in the United Kingdom. 

The second rule in the Treasury Memorandum is simply a 
corollary to the first, and needs no elaborate comment ; it is in 
the following terms :— 

(2) Consequently, there is,as a rule, no objection to British 
firms trading with German or Austrian firms established in 
neutral or British territory. What is prohibited is trade with 
any firms established in hostile territory. 

It will be noted that this explanation, while pointing out the 
undoubted fact that there is nothing illegal in trading with 
German and Austrian subjects resident here or in a neutral 
country, does not go on to consider whether such contracts are 
valid as well as legal. We have given our reasons above, 
supported by Lord LINDLEY’s oliter, for believing that such 
contracts are in fact valid, but are not enforceable during 
hostilities, unless the alien enemy is licensed to trade here, 
Unfortunately the memorandum, as pointed out above, does 
not say whether such alien enemies, properly registered, are to 
be regarded as licensed or otherwise. 

The third rule laid down in the memorandum dees not give 
much more guidunce on the essential questions of validity and 
enforceability, as opposed to mere absence of illegality, than 
does the second. It is as follows :— 

(3) Ifa firm with headquarters in hostile territory hasa brancli 
in neutral or British territory, trade with the branch is (apart 
from prohibitions in special cases) permissible, as long as the 
trade is Lona side with the branch, and no transaction with the 
head office is involved. 

This only means that trade with the British or Swiss or 
Danish branch of a German or Austrian firm is not trade with 
an alien enemy resident in Germany or Austria—unless the head 
office, situated in Germany or Austria, controls the branch or 
benefits by the particular transaction. It would seem to follow 
that dealirgs with German branch businesses established in this 
country fall into three different categories according to thé 
position of the branch. If the branch is controlled by its head 
office, or acts for its benefit notwithstanding the existence of war 
(this it might conceivably do through the medium of an agent in a 
neutral country such as Holland, Denmark or Switzerland) then 
all dealings with it are illegal and therefore criminal—unless of 
course, they come within the permitted dealings with an alien 
enemy resident in Germany or Austria, which we enumeratedin our 





out a licence from the Crown, are perfectly valid and binding. 


last article. Secondly, if the branch, although not acting for the 
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direct benefit of its head office in the particular transaction, is 
unlicensed, then dealings with it are not illegal ; but, although 
probably valid (as per Lord LINDLEY’s obifer), are unenforceable 
while hostilities last. Thirdly, when the branch is that of a 
German or Austrian bank licensed under the supervision of Sir 
WILLIAM PLENDER, all difficulties vanish ; contracts with it are 
legal, valid, and immediately enforceable as if made with British 
subjects. Of course, even in this last case, there are some obvious 
exceptions ; payments to such a firm, for instance of belli- 
gerent losses to enemy’s ship or property in the enemy’s country, 
would be certainly void and probably illegal. 

The above three rules in the Treasury Memorandum relate to 
post-bellum contracts. The fourth rule relates to ante bellum 
contracts, and is somewhat longer ; it runs :— 

(4) Commercial contracts entered into before war broke out 
with firms established in hostile territory cannot be performed 
during the war, and payments under them ought not to be made 
to such firms during the war. Where, however, nothing remains 
to be done save pay for goods already delivered or for services 
already rendered, there is no objection to making the payment. 
Whether contracts entered into before war are suspended or 
terminated is a question of law which may depend on circum- 
stances, and in cases of doubt British firms must consult their 
own legal advisers, 

In substance this note simply distinguishes between executory 
and executed antebellum contracts, of which we spoke last week ; 
and points out that the former must not be performed during 
war. But payments under executed contracts, as we explained 
last week, are neither illegal nor in any way objectionable ; 
indeed the payment becomes enforceable when peace is restored. 
We presume, however, that payment to a “ firm established in 
hostile territory ” fer goods already delivered or services already 
performed—to which we may add, payments under wills and 
settlements of which the beneficiaries are resident in hostile 
territories —would require to be made through a neutral source. 
At common law such payments, during continuance with hostili- 
ties, would have been illegal intercourse with the enemy, they only 
become valid because the Proclamations dated the 5th of August 
relating to Germany, and the 12th of August relating to Austria, 
expressly authorize transactionsrwith persons resident in hostile 
territories other than those prohibited in the Proclamations. The 
final question -eferred to in the last sentence of the memorandum, 
as to whether any particular contract with an alien enemy is 
suspended or terminated by the war, depends on whether such 
contract is executory or executed, subject to one or two qualifi- 
cations which we discussed in our last article, and upon which 
we may touch again more fully hereafter. 


Reviews. 


Polarised Law. 


Taree Lectures ON Conrticts oy LAW, DELIVERED AT THE UNT- | 


VERSITY BaATY, Barrister-at- Law. 


Stevens & Haynes. 


LONDON. by » 2 LL.D., 
7s. 6d, 

The title of this book is somewhat fanciful. 
to see some analogy between the “mathematical conception of 
polarity,” as he describes it, and the principles of Private Inter- 
national Law—a point of view, however, which is not perhaps 
altogether surprising in a sometime holder of the Whewell Scholar- 
ship in Cambridge University. The subject-matter of the book does 
not seem to be exactly Private International Law ; indeed, the 
author uses the rules of status, contractual capacity, domicile, &c., 
chiefly as convenient illustrations to illuminate his view as to the 
polarity relationships which he discovers in the science of Conflict of 
Laws. ‘The lectures are entertaining and vigorous, a spirited 
dogmatism as well as a tendency to fanciful theorizing is a conspicuous 
characteristic of their pages. But much useful information and 
some clear exposition is given in the course of 200 pages. 


rhe 7'imes has been informed by the American Embassy that there 


is no truth in the reports which have been circulated that the American 
in Berlin has had difficulty in communicating with his 
He has, on the contrary, been constantly in communi 
cation with the Washington authorities. 


Ambassador 
Crovernment. 


The author sapeen| 


Correspondence. 
The War and French Patents, 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal and Weekly Reporter.| 

Sir,—My Parisian agent, writing on the 19th inst., informs me 
that by a decree given on the 16th inst., the French Government, 
with commendable thoughtfulness for inventors, will allow applica- 
tions for patents to be made without payment of the usual application 
fee of 100 francs. Such payment is only to be made after the war 
and on a date to be subsequently fixed. 

[he decree applies to British applicants, and presumably to all 
others except subjects of those countries at war with France. 

Witiiam H. Tayctor. 
3, Brown-street, Market-street, Manchester, Aug. 24 


Homer Nods. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—Homer seems to nod more than usual in the Vacation. 

Louis Napoleon became Emperor of the French on the Ist of 
December, 1852, according to the Eneyiopzedia Britannica last edition. 
This was four long years after the Chartist panic in 1848. 

The Solicitor-General’s first name is Stanley, not Sydney, see p. 783, 
and the head note of Richmond v. Richmond, p. 784, wants recasting 
entirely. 

You have been unkind to the M.R. If he ever said (Smith v. 
Colbourne, p. 783) that every agreement to do A implied an agree- 
ment not to do B, it ought not to have been reported, because it is 
nonsense. An agreement to or not to carry on the trade of a publican 
on certain premises does not imply an agreement not to use the 
premises as a high-class ladies’ school. An agreement to do A may 
imply an agreement not to do anything which will prevent one from 
performing the agreement to do A, e.g., an agreement to sell the 
reversion on a lease to the lessee B on request within ten years 
implies an agreement nct to sell the reversion to X or anyone else 
during such ten years, the sale of the reversion to X would give B a 
right of action. . 

Under dealings with alien enemies you might point out the 
difficulty that an alien enemy can indorse negotiable instruments to 
English traders, and apparently it is not a defence to an action ona 
bill that the plaintiff sues in trust for an alien enemy, Daubuz v. 
Morshead (16 R. R. 623). Your current topics might discuss the 
oints of war insurance, war freight, and c.i.f. contracts. It seems 
~ on the seller under a c.i.f. contract. E. T. HARGREAVES. 

13, Coleman-street, E.C., Aug. 21. : ; 

[We propose to discuss the points in connection with c i.f. contracts 
under war conditions to which Mr. Hargreaves refers.—Ep. S../.] 











CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
Court of Appeal. 


Ez parte THE SCHOOL BOARD FOR LONDON. 
28th and 31st July. 


Re GRIGGS. No, I. 


PuURSHASE-MONEY INTO 


| ComeuLsory Takinc or LAND—PAYMENT OF 
CourntT—APPLICATION FOR PaymMENT Ovut—CosTS—APPLICATION FOR 
Leave tO Presume DeatH—Letrers oF ADMINISTRATION—LANDS 








Crauses Consotmation Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vicr. c. 18), s. 80. 


Where a body exercising compulsory powers of purchasing land under 
the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, pays the purchase money 
into court, the costs of obtaining letters of administration to the estates 
of persons interested in the fund in court, including the costs of an 
application to the Probate Division for leave to presume the death of 
one who had disappeared, are properly payable by the body exercising 
the powers, or their successors. 

Re Lloyd and the North London Railway (City Branch) Act, 1861 
(1896, 2 Ch. 397) approved and followed. 


Appeal from a decision of Astbury, J. (reported 58 Soicrrors 
Journat, 612), upon a summons to review a taxation of costs. By the 
will of a testator land was settled on E for life, with remainder to her 
children as tenants in common in fee. In 1886 part of this land was 
taken by the London Schoo] Board in exercise of their compulsory powers 
under the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, and the purchase 
money was paid into court. In 1911 E died, having had six children, 
and by an order made on summons the fund in court was to be divided 
into sixths, and one-sixth paid to each of the two applicants, another 
sixth to each of the legal personal representatives of two sons who had 
died in E’s lifetime, and to whose estates letters of administration had 
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already been taken out. Another sixth was to paid to the legal personal 
representative, when constituted, of another son, Walter,- who died in 
E's lifetime, to whose estate no administration had been taken out. 
Another son, Henry, had not been heard of since 1883, and an applica 
tion was thereupon made to the Probate Division for leave to presume 
his death, after which letters of administration were taken out to his 
estate, and the remaining sixth was ordered to be paid to his repre 
sentative when constituted. The costs of the summons were ordered 
to be paid by the London County Council as the successors of the School 
Board. Upon taxation the taxing-master disallowed the following items 
claimed by the applicants : (1) the costs of taking counsel’s opinion as 
to the proper mode of distribution of the fund; (2) the costs of taking 
out administration to the estates of Henry and Walter; (3) the costs 
of the application for leave to presume Henry’s death. Astbury, J., 
upheld the decision of the master as to item (1), as to which there was 
no further appeal, but reversed it as to items (2) and (3). The County 
Council appealed. Cur. adv. vult. 

Tue Court dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Cozens-Harpy, M.R., having stated the facts, proceeded : 
Astbury, J., had held that the proper costs of obtaining letters of 
administration to the two estates were payable by the County Council. 
That was a decision in accordance with the settled practice. The precise 
point was decided by Stirling, J., in a considered judgment in 2 
Lloyd and the North London Railway (City Branch) Act, 1861 (1896, 
2 Ch, 397), following the decision of the Irish court in Re Kelly (31 
L. R. Ir. 137), which was approved in the Court of Appeal in J 
Thames Tunnel Act, 1900 (1908, 1 Ch. 493) by Buckley, L.J., and also, 
though not perhaps so clearly, by Moulton, L.J. So far as his lordship 
was aware, it had never been questioned, and they should hesitate long 
before upsetting the settled practice. But as the decision in Re Lloyd 


(supra) had been distinctly challenged, it ought to be said that it was | 


a sound decision, and ought to be followed. The language of section 
80 was very wide, much wider than that of section 82. The Parlia 
mentary undertakers were allowed the privilege of acquiring land and 
paying the purchase money into court upon submitting to the onerous 
terms of section 80. [His lordship having read a passage from Moulton, 
L.J.’s, judgment in Re Thames Tunnel (supra, at p. 506), proceeded :] 
The land, when taken in 1886, was freehold. The legal personal repre 
sentative of the freeholder had nothing to do with it. That was true 
up to 1897. Before that date the son, who was last heard of in 1883, 
must be presumed to have died, and his heir was entitled, but that did 
not apply to the other son who died in 1901. It was argued by counsel 
that since 1897 it was an offence to abstain from taking out administra- 
tion, and that the heir could not therefore have entered into possession. 
But until there was a personal representative, the property vested in the 
heir. He could recover the rents and maintain an action for trespass. 
He might not be the proper person to apply for administration, but 
he was the sole beneficiary. Both the administrations were applied for 
and obtained for the purpose of completing the distribution of the fund. 
In his lordship’s opinion the decision of Astbury, J., was perfectly 
right, and the appeal must be dismissed with costs. 

Swinren Eapy and Picxrorp, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same 
effect.—CounseL, C. 2. HE. Jenkins, K.C., and Owen Thompson; Hon. 
Frank Russell, K.C., and H. C. Bischoff. Soticrrors, Edward Tanner ; 
Simpson, Palmer, & Winder. 

[Reported by H. Lanerorp Lewis, Barrieter-at-Law.] 


PATHE FRERES CINEMA (LIM.) v. UNITED ELECTRIC THEATRES 
(LIM.). No.2. 20th July. 


PRacTICE—APPLICATION FOR JUDGMENT UNDER ORD. 14, rR. 1—PLAINTIFFS’ 
AFFIDAVIT—NECESSARY AVERMENTS—AFFIDAVIT BY CLERK TO PLAIN- 
TIFFS—RULES OF SUPREME CouRT, ORD. XIV., R. 1. 

In an action on a specially indorsed writ the affidavit filed in support 
of an order for summary judgment under order 14 was made by a clerk 
in the plaintiffs’ employ, who gave no grounds as to his means of know- 
ledge of the matters he deposed to, except that ‘*he was duly author 
ized by his employers tc mike this affidavit, and that it was within his 
own knowicdge that the afvresucd debt was incurred and for the can- 
sideration above stated, and that such debt, to the best of his knowledge 
and belief, remained unpaid and unsatisfied.”’ 

Held, that the affidavit was a reasonable compliance with the condi 
tions of order 14, r. 1, and therefore the appeal from an order of 
Rowlatt, J., in chambers, giving leave to sign zudgment, must be dis- 
missed. 

Appeal by defendants from an order of Rowlatt, J., at chambers, 
giving the plaintiffs liberty to sign final- judgment for the amount of 
their claim endorsed on the writ. The writ was endorsed, ‘‘ To balance 
of account for goods sold and delivered and for hire of goods full parti 
culars whereof have been rendered and exceed three folios in length, 
£353 19s. 7d.’ There had been a long course of dealings between the 
parties, but friction had arisen, and the plaintiffs sued for the payment 
of their account. In the proceedings, under order 14, an affidavit was 
made on behalf of the plaintiffs by a person who described himself as 
clerk to the plaintiffs, and, so far as material, ran thus: ‘‘I, William 
Shepherd ‘ clerk to the above-named plaintiffs make oath and 
say as follows: The defendants are justly and truly indebted to the 
above-named plaintiffs in the sum of £353 -9s. 7d. for the price of 
goods sold and delivered. And I further say that I am a 
person in the employ of the above-named plaintiffs, and that I am 
duly authorized by them to make this affidavit, and that it is within 


sideration above stated, and that such debt to the best of my know- 
ledge and belief still remains unpaid and unsatisfied.”’ As to the 
practice with regard to affidavits on applications under order 14 the 
following appears in a note to Appendix B., No. 23 A: ‘* Where the 
affidavit is made by a person other than the plaintiff a paragraph should 
be added shewing means of knowledge (see also Yearly Practice, at 

p. 1,938, and Chitty’s Forms, Part L11., chap. 5, part 4). Rowlatt, J., 
was of opinion that the affidavit was in substance compliance with the 
requirements of order 14, r. 1, which provides that ‘*‘ Where the de 
fendant appears to a writ of summons specially endorsed under order 3, 
r. 6, the plaintiff may, on affidavit may by himself or by any other 
person who can swear positively to the facts, verify the cause of action 
and the amount claimed (if any), and stating that in his belief there 
is no defence to the action, apply to a judge for liberty to enter final 
judgment for the amount so endorsed ’’ He therefore made the 
order. The defendants appealed. Counsel, in support of the appeal, 
referred to the fact that under the Judicature Act the rule as first 
drafted provided that the affidavit must be sworn by the plaintiff him 
self. Through the obvious difficulties which this gave rise to in the 
case, for example, of an estate managed by others or the head of a 
large business, the various departments of which were alone known in 
detail by the managers of those departments, the rule was altered to 
its present form. But such decisions as Chirgwin vy. Lussell (55 Sout 
crtors’ JouRNAL, 10), Lagos v. Grimawaldt (54 SoLicirors’ JOURNAL, 216 ; 
1910, 1 K. B. 41), and Symon v. Palmer's Stores (1912, 1 K. B. 259), 
shew that the affidavit must set out means of knowledge. The deponent 
must be in a position to swear to facts within the compass of his sphere, 
and have more knowledge of the transactions than he gathered from 
statements made to him by subordinates or gathered from reports sent 
in to the office, and a clerk in London could have no personal knowledge 
of transactions with his firm which took place elsewhere. Without 
hearing counsel for the respondents, 

Bucktey, L.J., said the question the court had to consider was 
whether the affidavit made on behalf of the plaintiffs was a reasonable 
compliance with the conditions of order 14, r. 1. He referred to the 
fact that the rule as framed was subsequently amended by inserting the 
words ‘‘ or by any other person who can swear positively to the facts ”’ 
after the words ‘‘ on affidavit made by himself.’? The question was, 
What was the meaning of those added words? If applied to facts of 
the present case and read strictly, those words would require an affidavit 
from a person who received or delivered the goods in each particular 
instance. The rule seemed to have assumed that the plaintiff was the 
person who would make the affidavit for the reason that he was the 
plaintiff. In his opinion the words ‘‘ any other person who can swear 
positively to the facts*’ meant any person who could swear reasonably 
to the facts. |His lordship read the affidavit.| The deponent described 
himself as a clerk in the plaintiffs’ employment, and swore that the 
matters were within his own knowledge. In his view that statement 
was a reasonable compliance with the rule. He could see no ground for 
supposing that any difficulty would arise in giving that construction to 
the rule. If the affidavit was made in that form, and an application 
was made to the judge for liberty to sign final judgment, the judge, he 
thought, would be justified to make the order unless the defendant 
satisfied him he was entitled to have leave to defend. The affidavit 
in the present form still left it open for the defendant to take that 
course and to satisfy the judge, if he could, that on the merits he had 
a good defence to the action. The appeal, in his opinion, should be 
dismissed. 

Kennepy, L.J., concurred jp thinking that the affidavit reasonably 
complied with the conditions imposed by the rule. 

Puittimore, L.J., pointed out that to hold in favour of the defendant 
would be to set up a precedent that might make the taking of proceed 
ings under order 14, which was specially devised for lessening ex- 
penses to litigants, very oppressive, and add enormously to the costs. 
He agreed that the appeal should be dismissed.—Counset, for the 
defendants, J. B. Matthews, K.C., and Doughty; for the plaintiffs, 
BE. G. Palmer. Sowicrtors, Vernon H. Henderson; Davis & Taylor. 


[Reported by Ersxtne Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re WILBERFORCE’S TRUSTS. WILBERFORCE +. WILBERFORCE. 
Sargant, J. 30th June. 

Sate Or LAND—DEPRECIATION OF INVESTMENTS IN COURT—DISCHARGE 

or INCUMBRANCE—PROPER PERSON TO BEAR THE LOSS—CONVEYANCING 

AND Law or Property Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict. c. 41), s. 5. 

Certain mortgaged land was sold by order of the court freed from 

the mortgage, in accordance with the terms of sub-section 2, of section 5, 

o} the Conveyancing Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict. c. 41), and a sum set asid¢ 

in court to meet the mortgage. On a petition for payment out of this 

sum it was found to have become insufficient by reason of the depre 

ciation of the Consols in which it had been invested, but the rest of the 

proceeds of sale were still in the hands of trustees. 

Held, that the charge had merely become transferred to the purchas¢ 

moneys, so as to make the proceeds of sale in the trustees’ hands 

available to make good the depreciation, 

This was an originating summons issued by the direction of the court 

raising the question of who was to bear the loss arising from deprecia 





my knowledge that the aforesaid debt was incurred and for the con- 
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tion of investments in court. In 1867 a settlement was made of certain 
landed property called the Lavington Estate, which contained the grant 
of a long term of years to secure portions. Subsequently a disentailing 
assurance was executed, and the property was resettled subject to the 
overriding charge for the portions. In 1893 the persons interested in 
the settled property desired to sell part of it, but a difficulty arose 
because the portions were not yet raisable, and the vendors obtained 
from a master in chambers an order, under section 5 of the Convey- 
ancing Act, 1881, allowing payment into court of an amount which, 
when invested in Government securities, was considered sufficient to 
meet the charge, with interest, with an additional sum, as required by 


the section; and the master, in pursuance of sub-section 2, declared 
the land sold to be freed from the incumbrance. The money paid in 
was investe? in Consols, and various appointments were made of it. 


On the hearing of a petition for payment out of the fund it was found 
that it had so depreciated in value as to be insufficient to pay all the 


portions charged in full, but the proceeds of sale were still in the 
hands of trustees he question, accordingly, was whether the effect 
of paying the money into court was merely to free the land in the 


hands of the purchaser from the charge, or to transfer the charge to 
the purchase money, so as to make the proceeds of sale in the trustees’ 
hands available to make good the depreciation. 

Saroant, J., after stating the facts, said : Section 5 of the Convey 
ancing and Law of Property Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict. c. 41), comes in 


Part II. of that Act, that is, the part headed ‘‘ Sales and Other Trans 
actions,’’ and it is obviously enacted to facilitate sales. It is clear 
from the terms of sub-sections 1 and 2 that the main object was to have 


the land conveyed to the purchaser free from incumbrances, and prima 
facie the object of the whole section is not to disturb existing rights 
more than is necessary to free the purchaser from the incumbrance. 
Sub-section 1 obviously deals with two alternative cases, one being the 
of charged on the land”’ or ‘‘a capital sum 
charged on a determinable interest in the land,’’ and the other “‘ any 
other sum of capital money charged on the land.’’ In the former case 
the sum to be paid in is to be of such an amount as when invested in 
Government the court considered would be sufficient by 
means of the dividends to keep down or otherwise provide for the 
charge. In the latter case the sum to be paid in is to be of an ‘‘ amount 
sufficient to meet the incumbrance and any interest due thereon.’’ Sub 
prov that ‘in either « there shall also be paid 
into court such additional amount as the court consider will be sufficient 
to meet the contingency of further costs, expenses and interest, and 
any other contingency, except depreciation of investments, not exceed 
ing one-tenth part of the original paid in, the 
court for special reason thinks fit to require a larger additional amount.”’ 
The question here is, Does the ‘any other of 
capital money charged ’’ mean the actual amount of the charge or what 
the court thought would be sufficient to pay it off? There seems to be 
no reason why, in such the court should not 
cretion as it had in the case of an annual sum charged on the land, or 
why the amount paid in should be limited to the bare amount of the 
I do not say that the amount must necessarily cover depre 
investments, but it seems to me that the amount paid in 
over the amount of the charge with interest, and 


case ‘an annual sum 


securities 


also ides ase 


section | 


amount to be unless 


‘ 


provision as to case 


1 case, have the same dis 


capital charge 
ciation of 
should be enough to « 
with a margin to meet other contingencies, including further costs, ex- 
penses, and interest. There is, to my mind, no reason why there should 
be any interference witn the rights which incumbrancers had before 
the Act, or to say that under the Act the fund in court is their full 
It has been contended that the amount paid in is substituted 


security 

for the charge In a case of Blackacre and Whiteacre, both subject to 
one charge, if Whiteacre is sold freed from the charge the chargee 
would still have as his security the fund in court and also Blackuacre. 
And where the fund in court was largely in excess of the amount of the 
charge, after payment off of the eharge, the person originally entitled 


to the land sold would be entitled to the whole of the surplus. If the 
fund in court is to be treated only as a security, why should the court 
in the case where the fund is less than the amount of the charge deprive 
the charvee of what he would have been entitled to before the Act? 
The Act does not say that when the money is paid in and the land 
freed, the money is to be substituted the security. It 
violence to the rights of the parties to say that the Act shall have as 
small an operation as possible. No doubt the chargee is to some extent 
prejudiced by the Act, because it is more difficult to trace money than 
land, but where, as here, the money can be traced it is better to throw 
the loss on that than to throw it on the chargee, who had nothing to 
do with the sale, and I accordingly adopt this as the more equitable con- 
struction of the section. This order ought not to have been made by 
the master, but the matter should have been referred to the judge.— 
Counset, Charles Gurdon; Percy Wheeler; C. Lyttelton Chubb; Percy 
Vaughan; BR. R. Simpson; Meyrick Beebee Soricrrors, Ullithorne, 
Currey & Co.; Green field & Cracknall; Bircham & Co. 

[Reparted by L, M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re BLACKBURN PHILANTHROPIC ASSURANCE CO. (LIM.). 


as does less 


Eve, J. 18th Ju'y. 
Frtenpty Soctety—Conversion Into CoMPANY—ALTERATION OF 
MEMORANDUM OF ASSOCIATION—ENLARGEMENT OF OBJECTS—SPECTAI 
ResotvTion—VALIpITy—Mempbers or CoMPANY—FRIENDLY Societies 


Act, 1896 (59 & 60 Vict. c. 25), s. 71—Compantes ConsoLIDATION 
Act, 1908 (8 Ep. 7, c. 69), ss. 9, 24. 
A friendly society having a very large number of members was con- 


verted into a limited company, but no shares were allotted to the 





members. Subsequently the company passed a special resolution 
altering and extending the objects of the company, and applied to the 
court for an order confirming the resolution. 

Held, that no shares having been allotted there were no members of 
the company and no effective resolution which the court could confirm, 

This was a petition by a company asking the court to confirm a 
special resolution altering and extending the objects of the company. 
‘’he company was formerly a friendly society having over 3/3,0u0 
members, and in September, 1913, it was registered as a company with 
a capital of £1,000,000 in £1 shares, but no shares have ever been 
allotted. The objects of the company were to carry on the business 
of a life assurance company, but it was provided that the company 
should not contract with any person for the assurance of an annuity 
exceeding £52 per annum, or a gross sum exceeding £300. By a special 
resolution of the company, passed in March, 1914, it was resolved to 
alter and extend the objects of the company so ag to enable the company 
to carry on the business of a general assurance company in all its 
branches, and without any limit as to the amount. This resolution 
the company now asked the court to confirm. It was argued on behalf 
of the respondents that, as no shares had been allotted, there were no 
members of the company, and therefore there was no resolution which 
the court could confirm. 

Eve, J.—Counsel for the respondents has submitted a point of objec- 
tion which goes to the root of the whole matter, in that it raises the 
contention that there is no valid resolution of the company which the 
court can confirm. This contention is based on the allegation that 
there have never been and down to the present time there are not any 
members of the company, an allegation which is met with the submis- 
sion that all the members of the society became members of the com- 
pany at the moment when their corporate existence as the one statutory 
body ceased and their existence as the other statutory body commenced. 
Which of these two contentions is right? There is nothing, in my 
opinion, in secton 71 of the Friendly Societies Act to support the view 
that the conversion of the society into a company involves the simul- 
taneous conversion of members of the society into members of the com- 
pany. Apart from the practical difficulty, if not impossibility, of com- 
plying with the statutory requirements as to posting up the register of 
members and making the statutory returns, such an interpretation would 
introduce a remarkable modification into the law of joint stock com- 
panies. By section 24 of the Companies Act, 1908, the two classes of 
persons who are to be deemed members of a company are the subscribers 
to the memorandum and the persons who have agreed to become members 
of the company. But if the conversion of a society into a company con- 
verts the members of the society into members of the company, there 
is a third class who have not signed the memorandum nor agreed to 
become members, and, indeed, persons who have opposed the conver- 
sion and would never agree to become members of the company. 
cannot think that a conversion under section 71 was ever intended to 
have such consequences, and I hold that no such results follow. The 
point, therefore, is whether there are any persons who have agreed to 
become members of the company. An agreement to become a member 
or, in other words, to take shares in a company may be come to in 
several different ways. In this, as in most cases, it is contemplated 
that the contract will be founded on an application for shares by the 
intending member. In a contract founded there are two other 
essentials beyond the application for shares, that is to say, an allotment, 
and a communication to the allottee of the fact that the allotment has 
been made. In the absence of any one of these essentials there is no 
contract. Here, although there have been applications made for shares, 
neither of, the other essentials is present in a single case, and, in my 
opinion, it is impossible on these facts to hold that any person has as 
yet agreed to become a member of the company. Some have un 
doubtedly offered to do so, but their offers have not ripened into con- 
tracts and can still be withdrawn. In my opinion, no effective resolu- 
tion was passed, or capable of being passed, at the meetings of the 17th 
of February and the 5th of March, to both of which were summoned, 
not only the members of the company, but all persons entitled to attend 
and vote thereat, that is to say, every person who had been a member 
of the society for the full period of six calendar months immediately 
preceding the incorperation of the company. On the short point, there- 
fore, that there is no resolution which the court can confirm, I can 
make no order on the petition except that the company do pay the 
taxed costs of the respondent.—CounseL, P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and 
Collinson; Maugham, K.C., and Dighton Pollock. Sottcrrorns, Arthur 
§. Mather, for Yates & Son, Blackburn; W. J. & EL. H. Tremellen, for 
7’. Marsden, Blackburn. 

[Reported by 8. E. Wrttrams, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re MACDONALD DEAKIN, & JONES. Fx parte THE TRUSTEE 
Horridge and Lush, JJ. 20th July. 
Bankruetcy—Discovery—Private Examination or Witness—Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), s. 27. 

The court will not refuse to issue a summons for the attendanve of 
a witness for examination by the trustee under section 27 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, either upon the ground that the bankrupt 
knows as much about the matters to be inquited into as the witness, 
or upon the ground that the witness is the arbitrator under 
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a contract entered into by the bankrupt as to which the trustee 
wishes to make inquiries. 


Appeal from the refusal of the county court judge at Burnley to 
issue a summons at the instance of the trustee for the examination 
of a witness under section 27 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. The 
bankrupts had contracted to build a reservoir for the Corporation of 
Burnley, and the proposed witness was the engineer under the contract. 
The bankrupts got into difficulties during the carrying out of the con- 
tract, and became bankrupt before it was completed, and the corpora- 
tion had to take it over. There were claims against the corporation 
on behalf of the bankrupts arising out of the contract, and the 
trustee desired to examine the engineer in order to get information 
about them. The county court judge refused to issue a summons, upon 
the ground that the bankrupts must be presumed to know all the facts 
relating to the contract, and to be ready to inform the trustee of them, 
and therefore it was no use for the trustee to examine the engineer. 
The trustee appealed, and on the appeal counsel for the respondent 
admitted that it was absurd to assume that the bankrupts would tell 
the trustee everything; but tookthe point that the engineer was the 
arbitrator under the contract, and that it was not right to examine 
him upon matters on which he might have to adjudicate as arbitrator. 
Counsel for the appellant pointed out that the engineer was not only 
arbitrator, but was also the person generally in charge of the works 
on behalf of the corporation, and could also give information as to 
what had happened under the contract since it had been taken over 
by the corporation, which it was important for the trustee to ascertain, 
since on that might depend whether the trustee had a claim against the 
corporation or the corporation against the trustee. 

Horrince, J.—This is an appeal from a refusal to issue a summons 
to a witness to give evidence and produce documents under section 27 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. The bankrupts were a firm who had 
contracted to build a reservoir for the Corporation of Burnley, and 
the witness proposed to be summoned was the engineer under the 
contract, and, as usual in such cases, filled more than one capacity. 
He had the supervision of the works. There were certain matters on 
which his decision was final, and there were other matters on which 
he was sole arbitrator. The county court judge based his decision 
on the ground that the trustee might have got the same information 
with regard to the contract from the bankrupts as he would get from 
the engineer. I protest strongly against any such rule ever being 
allowed to prevail in this court., The point taken by the respondents 
in the appeal is, however, more formidable, that any evidence which 
the engineer may give would consist of matters @hich will come before 
him for his decision as arbitrator. I think we ought not to refuse to 
allow this summons to issue unless we are clearly satisfied that there 
are no facts to be ascertained in the course of the examination other 
than matters to inquire into which. would involve inquiry as to the 
decision of the arbitrator. I think there are many facts which may 
be ascertained besides these. For example, what has happened in the 
course of the execution of the contract since the bankrupts left the 
works, and other matters which may help the trustee to decide whether 
to accept certain decisions of the engineer ag final, or to proceed to 
arbitration upon them. The examination must be confined to matters 
of fact, and any questions affecting the decision of the engineer as 
arbitrator must be disallowed. 

Lusu, J.—I agree. It is clear that the county court judge would 
have ordered the summons to issue, but that he thought that what was 
known to the engineer was known to the contractors, and therefore 
to the trustee in their bankruptcy. The respondents agree that that 
ground is bad, but rely on a new ground, that the engineer is arbi- 
trator under the contract. If it were shewn that no question of any 
utility could be put to the engineer, I agree that he ought not to be 
summoned, but I think that there are many questions that can be put 
to him, and therefore the summons ought to be issued. Appeal 
allowed, leave to appeal granted.—Counsen, C'. Atkinson, K.C., and 
E. J. Rimner; Langdon, K.C., and EF. W. Hansell, Sorictrors, 
Alex. Wilson & Cowie, Liverpool; Mellor & Co., for Peregrine 
Thomas, Town Clerk, Burnley. 

(Reported by P, M. Francxz, Barrister-at-Law.] 


New Orders, &c. 


Order in Council Adopting the Declaration of 
London. 


Whereas during the present hostilities the Naval Forces of His 
Majesty will co-operate with the French and Russian Naval Forces, and 

Whereas it is desirable that the naval operations of the allied forces 
so far as they affect neutral ships and commerce should be conducted on 
similar principles, and 

Whereas the Governments of France and Russia have informed His 
Majesty’s Government that during the present hostilities it is their 
intention to act in accordance with the provisions of the Convention 
known as the Declaration of London, signed on the 26th day of Feb- 
ruary, 1909, so far as may be practicable. 

Now, therefore, His Majesty, by and with the advice of His Privy 
Council, is pleased to order, and it is hereby ordered, that during the 
present hostilities the Convention known as the Declaration of London 
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shall, subject to the following additions and modifications, be adopted 
and put in force by His Majesty’s Government as if the same had been 
ratified by His Majesty :— 

The additions and modifications are as follows :— : 

(1) The lists of absolute and conditional contraband contained in the 
Proclamation dated August 4th, 1914, shall be substituted for the lists 
contained in Articles 22 and 24 of the said Declaration, 

(2) A neutral vessel which succeeded in carrying contraband to the 
enemy with false papers may be detained for having carried such 
contraband if she 1s encountered before she has completed her return 
voyage. 

(3) The destination referred to in Article 33 may be inferred from 
any sufficient evidence, and (in addition to the presumption laid down 
in Article 34) shall be presumed to exist if the goods are consigned to 
or for an agent of the Enemy tate or to or for a merchant or other 
person under the control of the authorities of the Enemy State. 

(4) The existence of a blockade shall be presumed to be known— 

(a) to all ships which sailed from or touched at an enemy port a 
sufficient time after the notification of the blockade to the local 
authorities to have enabled the enemy Government to make known 
the existence of the blockade, 

(4) to all ships which sailed from or touched at a British or 
allied port after the publication of the declaration of blockade. 

(5) Notwithstanding the provisions of Article 35 of the said Declara- 
tion, conditional contraband, if shown to have the destination referred 
to in Article 33, is liable to capture to whatever port the vessel is bound 
and at whatever port the cargo is to be discharged. 

(6) The General Report of the Drafting Committee on the said 
Declaration presented to the Naval Conference, and adopted by the 
Conference at the eleventh plenary meeting on February 25th, 1909, 
shall be considered by all Prize Courts as an authoritative statement of 
the meaning and intention of the said Declaration, and such Courts 
shall construe and interpret the provisions of the said Declaration by 
the light of the commentary given therein. 

And the Lords Commissioners of His Majesty’s Treasury, the Lords 
Commissioners of the Admiralty, and each of His Majesty's Principal 
Secretaries of State, the President of the Probate, ‘Divorce and 
Admiralty Division of the High Court of Justice, all other Judges of 
His Majesty’s Prize Courts, and all Governors, Officers and Authorities 
whom it may concern, are to give the necessary directions herein as to 
them may respectively appertain, ALMERIC FiTzRoy. 


War Orders and Proclamations, 


The Lonpvon Gazette of ‘the 21st inst. contains the following 
Proclamation and Order :— 

: Proclamation, dated the 20th of August, modifying the 
Proclamations of the 3rd, the 5th, and the 10th of August, 1914, 
relating to thé Exportation of certain Warlike Stores, Provisions, 
and Victual. As to the former Proclamations, see p. 769 ante; No. 
5 in the first list and No. 1 in the second. These Orders are made 
under section 8 of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1879, and 
section 1 of the Exportation of Arms Act, 1900. The present 
Proclamation adds the ports of Belgium to the list of foreign ports 
excepted from the prdftibition on exportation—the others being 
those of France, Russia (except the Baltic ports), Spain and 
Portugal—and makes changes in the list of prohibited articles. 

2.—An Order in Council, dated the 20th of August, 1914, extend 
ing to Austria-Hungary the provisions of the Order in Council of 
the 5th of August (antec, p. 769, No. 13), constituting the High 
Court of Justice a Prize Court. 
The Lonpon Gazetre of the 25th inst. contains the following Orders 
in Council :— 
1.—An Order in Council (printed below), dated the 20th of 
August, adopting for the present war, with certain additions and 
modifications, the Declaration of London of the 26th of February, 
1909. 
2.—An Order in Council, dated the 13th of August, withdrawing 
the Exequaturs of persons, being the subjects of the German Empire 
or of the Dual Monarchy of Austria-Hungary, who are Consular 
representatives of other foreign Powers within the British 
Dominions, 


German Indorsed Bills and Cheques. 
LONDON COUNTY AND WESTMINSTER BANK CIRCULAR. 
The London County and Westminster Bank has issued the following 
circular to the London banks on the subject of bills and cheques indorsed 
to London bankers by foreign banks, the operations in regard to which 
suggest that Germany is by their means obtaining supplies from Scan- 












































































800 
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Large batches of heq es and bills indorsed to London bankers by 
banks in Seandinavia, Holland, and other countries have been for 
varded here f ais mt and collection, and it has been noted that 
same have been indorsed to the banks in Scandinavia and Holland 
by German ba sand bankers 

In some the bac of the bill shews that the Reichsbank in 
serlin has indorsed the bills and cheques to banks in Scandinavia 
and Holland, and this hews that it is more than probable that 
Crermany is obtaining f dstuffs and supplies from Scandinavia and 
Holland, and paying for same in cheques and bills from their port 
Tol vhich they are unable to collect in any other way. 

his seems be 1 lirect contravention to the interests of Great 
| iin, and all such bills should be returned. 

In many cas e have noted that the German banks have in 
dorsed thes« I es and bills to an English clearing house bank, 

hich indorsement tl y have entirely obliterated, re-indorsing same 
; either Scandi: i! Dutch, or Portuguese banks 

Under these ircumstances, it is suggested that English banks 

} mul ire t rresponde in Scandinavia and Holland in 
Sta ir prohibits our paying, discounting, or collecting 
nd bill th direct Germ indorsement to your in 

titutio 

1, if su heq id bills are presented for payment, refuse 

me th th ! el Benefit of a German institution.’’ 

rhe banks in Great Britain have decided to retain their German 
portfolo her ind not ndea wr t llect t by any of these 
indirect mea , ; 

Some of the remittir banks | e apolog zed for sending the bills, 
saying that they ha been sent to them by their German corre 
spondents nd they fe that the only thing they can do at the 
moment is to ascertal hether they in be « lected or not. 

Should any of these foreign banks be able to get any of these 
bills through, they ill probably be followed by many more, as 
it is caleuated that ich bills run into several millions sterling. 

hese rious l estion ppiy equally to bills and cheques 
remitted Aust n int 

As it is! ul llormity of act should be attained, the 
circular suggest ! lling to fo the above suggestions 
should sign a form attached to the circular and return it to Mr. E. F. 
Davie issistant manager, London County and Westminster Bank, 
Foreign Brancl 2, & I 

German and Austrian Banks in London. 
STATEMENT BY SIR WILLIAM PLENDER 

Notwithstanding announcements in the Press and communications to 
the customers and constituents of the banks of the text of the licences 
yranted to carry on business, doubts ha risen in the minds of 
bankers and othe us to whether they are entitled to make payments 
to these banks r whether they are to | regarded as alien enemies. 


I \ be 
In order to remove these doubts Sir William Plender desires to announce 
that irded for all British estab 
lishments, and all entitled to deal with them on that footing. 
Sir William desires to announce that it may be assumed 


these banks ma) be re purposes as 


persons are 


Plender also 


that all acts done by these banks since the grant ng of the licences have 
been authorized by him as controller, and that it is not incumbent upon 
third parties to satisfy themselves that his authority has been obtained 

It must not be assumed that the re-a eptance of the bills since the 
re-opening of the banks does more than preserve the status quo in 
respect of such bills. 


; . ® 
Enemies’ Patents and Trade-Marks. 


The Board of Trade ha ssued rules under the Patents, Designs, 
and Trade-Marks (Temporary Rules) Act, 1914, regulating the procedure 
for the avoidance or suspension of any patent or licence granted to or 
trade-mark the proprietor ol vhich is a subject of any State at war with 
his Majesty ' 

Where an application is made to the Board for this purpose they 
must be satisfied that the applicant intends to manufacture the 
article concerned or « irry on the patented process, and also that 
it is in the public interest that this should be done 

Che rules provide also for the avoidance or suspension of any 
application for a patent or trade-mark by the subject of an enemy 
sf! té 

Copies of these rules may be obtained from the superintendent 
of the sale branch, Patent Office, 25, Southampton-buildings, W.C. 





The Moratorium in Russia. 






With regard to the moratorium in Russia, Reuter’s Agency is in 
formed that the following official statement has been issued in St 
Petersburg 

In virtue of the moratorium : 1) All commercial bills issued 






prior to the 17th of July, all protests, and all proceedings relating 





thereto are suspended for two months as from the 25th of July 
1914. This measure relates to bills the places of issue or payment of 
which are situated in the provinces of Poland and the provinces 
ot Kieff, Volhynia, Tchernigoff, Mohileff, Kholmsk, Kherson 
Taurida (Crimea), Bessarabia, Podolia, Vilna, Kovno, Grodno, 
Minsk, St. Petersburg, Pskoff, Novgorod, Vitebsk, Livonia 
Esthonia, Courland, and Olonetz. (2) The Minister of Finance is 
empowered, if need should arise, to extend the above-mentioned 
privileges to other parts of the Empire, likewise for a period otf 
two months. 
The above are all provinces in the Western Empire. 





Uruguayan Moratorium Ended. 


The Uruguayan Legation in London has received the following tel 
gram from the Uruguayan Government :— 

Moratorium ended last Saturday. Operations of business hous: 
and banks are again normal. State Bank rediscounting bills of 
other banks which have made gold deposits. Exportation of gold 
und coal prohibited. Exchange of paper money at par by Govern 

ment order. 


Legal News. 


General. 


motoring with her brother-in-law past Orlock 

Signalling Station, near Donaghadee, Co. Down, Miss 
McGeown was challenged three times by the sentry. Receiving no 
reply, the sentry fired, wounding Miss McGeown in the head. Th 
lady was taken to Bangor Hospital, where an operation was performed. 
Her condition is very 


A Motor Cy« list ’’ writes : “it ought to be put before the sentries 
that it is impossible to stop at once on a motor bicycle, and absolutely 
mpossible to hear a challenge given when travelling at a high speed. 
if the sentry would come out into the road and make a sign to the 
motorist to stop instead of keeping well into the hedge, as most of 
them seem to do, I am sure these accidents would not have occurred. 


Major H. A. Newé€ll, Indian Army, 57, Larkfield-road, Richmond, 
in view of the numerous casualties now occurring through persons 
failing to reply when challenged by sentries, suggests that notices 
should be placarded outside post offices, police and railway stations, 
ind other prominent places, warning civilians how to act when chal 
lenged by sentries, as the majority of accidents undoubtedly arise 
through ignorance of military procedure. 


Point, the 


Whilst 


Admiralty 


grave. 


A Labour correspondent states that since the Proclamation issued by 
the Government warning British subjects against ‘* assisting the enemy ’” 
it is assumed in many quarters that it has become illegal for banks 
to pay out any sums standing to the credit of German or Austrian 
firms with works or offices in this country. As a result these firms were 
without money to pay the wages of their workers, numbering thou 
sands, and in most cases they have now closed down without paying 
the wages and salaries due. The majority of the concerns affected in 
this way are commercial houses, but a number of big industrial under 
takings are affected, including a large tube works in South Wales, a 


colliery, and an iron works. imes. 


A smart special constable was complimented by the Guildhall magis 
trate on Tuesday. A German named Walter Harry Kurt Knapp, 39, 
of Aylmer-road, Shepherd’s Bush, was before the court for travellin, 
more than five miles without a permit. Marshall Reidbath, a City 
special constable, said he was in the Wool Exchange Restaurant last 
evening, when he overheard a conversation between Knapp and anothe: 
customer. As a result he asked the prisoner for his photograph and 
permit. Knapp answered that he had not got them. The witness then 
told him he was a special constable, and took the man to the police 
The Alderman complimented Mr. Reidbath, and fined Knapp 


station 
Evening News. 


£5 or a month’s imprisonment. 


We understand that a mistaken interpretation is being put by some 
of the bankers on the Treasury circular as to the banking accounts 
of alien enemies and the Proclamation in regard to trading with th 
enemy. In some cases persons who have long been naturalized in this 
country are being forced to produce their naturalization papers befor 
being allowed to operate on their accounts. The possession of a German 
sounding name is in many instances regarded by bankers as a sufficient 
reason for refusing facilities and applying the provisions of the mora 
torium in full rigour. Occasionally the Aliens Restriction Order has 
it is said, been quoted by banks, without reference to the moratorium 
as an explanation of refusal to honour a cheque. It may be pointed 
out that the persons with whom trading is forbidden by the Tradin 
with the Enemy Proclamation does not necessarily include a Germa! 
or Austrian subject resident in this country. The probabilities a1 
strong that nearly all Germans and Austrians now in this country who 
are anxious to operate on their banking accounts are people to whor 
the banks ought to give as good _ banking facilities as they allow t 








their truly British customers. The main point is that no facilities 
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should be given for remittances to Germany or Austria. There are 
a large number of British workmen directly interested in the grant of 
reasonable banking facilities to the German and Austrian clients of 
the banks, and it is contrary to the national interest that anything 
that is avoidable should be done to restrict the output of goods and 
the employment of labour in this country during the war.—TZ'imes. 


Sentence of two months’ imprisonment was passed at Marylebone on 
Tuesday on a German bank clerk and doctor of law named Hermann 
Wm. Wahnschiff, of Lancaster Gate, Bayswater, for failing to disclose 
that he possessed firearms. Detective-Inspector Sanders said that when 
the prisoner registered himself on the 11th of August he said he had 
no firearms. On returning to the police station on the 24th he admitted 
that he had a revolver, and said he had handed it and a camera to an 
English friend. He was directed to bring them to the station. In the 
meantime it was found that he had also had a pistol, with the result 
that he was arrested by the City Police. His house was then searched, 
and the police discovered a wire-cutter and hammer (combined), two 
German books on naval matters, two maps, and a diagram of German 
ships, while upon him they found five maps shewing the movements of 
the troops. The magistrate said the books were merely the year books 
of the German Navy.—Hvening News. 


The following regulations, cancelling those issued on the 10th of 
August, have been approved by the Prime Minister with respect to 
civil servants who have been called up for service in any rank as 
Royal Naval Reservists, Royal Fleet Reservists, Royal Naval Volunteer 
Reservists, or as Army Reservists, Special Reservists (other than the 
Royal Engineer Special Reservists of the Postal and Signal Sections 
and Special Telegraph Reserve), or as members of the Territorial 
Force :—(1) Their civil posts will be kept open until their return 
from naval or military service and such service will count for civil 
pension and for increment of civil salary. (2) All ranks will receive 
their civil pay, from which Navy or Army pay and allowances, in 
cluding separation allowance, will be deducted. No distinction will be 
made between married and unmarried men. They will also receive 
full Navy and Army pay and allowances from Navy and Army funds. 
(3) Departments may pay civil salary so reduced to any person de- 
signated in writing by the civil servant to receive his civil pay on his 
behalf, obtaining the usual receipt from the payee. These regulations 
will also apply to any civil servant who joins his Majesty’s Forces after 
the 4th of August, 1914, with the permission of the head of his de- 
partment. Such permission will not be given if the head of the 
department in the exercise of his discretion considers that serious 
detriment to the public service is thereby involved. The regulations 
will also apply to persons holding whole-time unestablished and tem 
porary situations provided that their service is not intermittent but 
quasi-permanent and regular. 


Herrinc, Son & Daw (estab. 1773), surveyors and valuers to 
several of the leading banks and insurance companies, beg to announce 
that they are making a speciality of valuations of every class of pro- 
perty under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Valuation offices: 98, 
Cheapside, E.C., and 312, Brixton-hill, 8.W. Telephone: City 377; 
Streatham 130.—(Advt.) 








Members of the legal profession who are not already familiar with 
the Oxford Sectional Bookcase are invited to look into the merits of a 
bookcase combining handsome appearance, high-class workmanship, and 
moderate cost. The ‘‘ Oxford’ is probably the only dust-proof sectional 
bookcase obtainable. An extremely interesting booklet containing illus- 
trations and prices may be obtained, post free, from the manufacturera 
William Baker & Co., The Model Factory, Oxford.—(Advt.) 


| Saxon and Co, Ltd. 


Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwrrep ty OmancreyY. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Aug 21. 


A. B. Hampson & Co, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 7, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particularsof their debts or claims, to Wallace H. Smith, 

- 18, Cook st, Liverpoo!, liquidator. 

British TOBACCO COMPANY OF TURKEY, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before 
Sept 21, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Frederick William Wicks, 317, Winchester House, Old Broad st, liquidator. 

CROMEY, HAWKK & WoRSSAM, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 3, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to W. Hilt 
Hunter, 150, North st, Brighton, liquidator. 

DisTRICT COAL AND COKE Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 1, to send 
their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry John 
Arthur Hill, 104, Gillingham rd, Gillingham, Kent, liqu'dator. 

HYDRAULIC POWER COMPANY OF SCANDINAVIA, Lrp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION). 
Creditors are requested, on or before Aug 31, to send in their names and addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ernest John Hayman and Ernest Vincent 
Staff, both of 18, St Swithin’s In, liquidators. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Aug 25. 


BENUE SYNDICATE. LTp.—Creditora are requirej, on or before Sept17, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulsrs of their debts or claims, to William 
Ernest Treweek, Finsbury House, Bloomfield st, liqui lator. 

CHARLES R STERLING & Co, LtD.—UCreditors are required, on or before Sept. 21, to 
send their names and a/jidresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Sydney WU. Cox, 27, Old Jewry, liquidator. 

CHESTER WAGON Co, Ltp.—Creditors arerequired, on or before Oct 5, to send their 
names ani ad iresses, and the particulars of tier debts or claim:, to Edward Noel 
Humphreys, Old Bank bldgs, Chester, liquidator. 

LIVERPOOL COOPERAGE Co, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 9, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to P. B, 
White, 17 and 18, Brown's bldgs, Exchange, Liverpool, liquidator. 

SOUTHGATE HARDWARE Co, LTbD.—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 23, to send 
in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. 
Montague Harry Moody, 6, Grocers’ Hall ct, Poultry, liquidator. 

ZENO Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or betore Sept 12, to send their names 

* and addresses, and the particulars of their debtsor claims, to Joseph Stephenson, 
Queen st, Peterborough, liquidator. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette.—FRipDAyY, Aug. 21. 


Parkinsons (Newport 1. W ), Ltd. 
Aldershot Masonic Hall Co, Ltd. 


Sedways Trovatolo, Ltd. 
Young and Hodgson, Ltd, 
Premier Confectionery Co (Liverpool), Ltd. 
Yorkshire Finance and Investment Cor- Nahor Withnall and Co, Ltd. 
poration, Ltd. Telos, Ltd. 


British Tobacco Co. of Turkey, Ltd. 
Hydraulic Power Co. of 8c indinavia, Ltd. 
Inter- Yukon Syndicate, Ltd. 

Liverpool] Light Cars Ltd. 


Dey Time Rezisters, Ltd. 

Dickson-Irwin (Kadarma) Mica Mining 
Syndicate, Ltd. 

Glen Coasters, Ltd, 

London Gazette—TUESDAY, Aug 25. 

W. Wells & Co, Ltd. 

Eureka Clock Co, Ltd. 

Brynbach Colliery Uc, Ltd. 


Itala Automobiles, Ltd. 
Sharpe Ross & Co, Ltd. 
General Cut Flower and Foliage Co, Ltd. 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Aug. 21. 


- 


ADAMS, ADAM, St Peter's st, Islington Sept 7 Rubinstein & Co, Raymond bidgs 

BOLTON, THOMAS, Shrewley, Warwick, Farmer Oct 12 Campbell & Co, Warwick 

BOUBEE, ALBERT, Alexander st, Westbourne ter Oct8 Miles & Co, Theobald’s rd 

CHIPCHASE, JAMES WILLIAM, Newcastle upon TynegTripe Prepairer Sept 19 Herron, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
UND, LIMITED, 


242, MOoOOoORGATE 


STREET, LOMWDom, 


ESTABLISHED IN 890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPHCIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent on 


application. 


POOLING INSURANCE. 


The Corporation also 


insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 


BURCLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 
a perfected Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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Wilkes, Darlington 

EGLINTON, CHARLOTTE, Dorking, Surrey Oct 1 

FAULKNER, Hua, Leicester, Rubber Manufacturer 

FREARNLEY, ANN, Newsome, Huddersfield Sept 26 Sykes 

GILBERT, SAMUEL, Derby, Draper Sept 30 Aale & Son, 

Grove, JAMES, Mundon, Essex, Lic -nsed Victualler 
Fasex 

HAMILTON, JANE ELIZABETH, Balham, Surrey 

HARB, JRROME KERR, Newton, Suffolk 

Hopers, JAMES WINSLOWE, Heavitree, Exeter Sept 21 

JONES, MIRIAM ANNRK, Brighton Septi7 Bo'ton & Co, 

KENDERDINE, FREDERIC MARSHALL, (ld Trafford, 
Manchester 

LEETE, CHARLES ARTHUR, Boston, Massachusetts, US A 
Lincoln's inn flelas 

L&EeTR, THOMAS WILLIAM Henry, Boston, Massachusetts, 
Withall, Lincoln's inn flelds 

MATHEWS, Ropert ST Jon, 
Sept 30 Beeching & Son, 

NELLER, JOHN ROBERT, Kingston upon 
Hull 


Sept 


Sept 21 


Sunbury on Thames 
Hull, Marine En 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—TURSDAY, Aug. 18. 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


BROOMFIELD, ARTHUR, Exstbourne, Furniture Dealer 
Eastbourne Pet Aug13 Ord Auz 13 

Cooper, ARTHUR TEMPLE, Croydon, Builder Croydon Pet 
July 22 Ord Aug 14 

Coorerk, GEORGB, Kidderminster, Journeyman Baker 
Kidderminster Pet July 31 Ord Augl4 

ELtoy, G H, Walsall, Builder Walsall Pet July 21 Ord 
Aug 13 

Fosnury, WILLIAM, Queen Victoria st High Court Pet 
June 23 Ord aug 15 

FOULSTON, FREDRICK, Sheffield, Collec‘or of Taxes 
Sheffield PetJune27 Ord Aug 13 

GOODALL, FRANK JOHN, High rd, Streatham High Court 


PetJan 24 Ord Augl4 

HARGROVES, JOS PH HENEY, Osborne rd, 
Agent High Court Pet Augl2 Ord Aug 15 

H&XAMER, JACOB EpveEY, Batiersea Bridge rd, 
Wandsworth Pet July 23 Ord Aug 15 

HULL, HERBERT BROWNING, Eliot bank, Forest Hill, 
Stationer High Court Pet Jaly7 Ord Aug \4 

JOHNSON, THOMAS Harry, Esmeraida rd, Bermondsey, 
Baker High Court Pet Junes’ Ord Aug l4 

JONES, HERBERT ALEXANDER, and Lewis 
Swansea, House Furnishers Swansea Pet July 


Palmers Gree 
Baker 


Law 


MORGAN, 


99 


Ord Aug 13 

Kerecu, Exnest Frepericx, Bedford, Baker Bedford 
Pet Aug 15 Ord Aug 15 

LADBURY, FREDERICK, Walsall, Draper Walsall Pet 
Aug 14 Ord Aug 14 


Wandsworth, 
Ord Ang 13 


LASKEY, JAMES FREDERICK, Grandison ri, 
Civil Servant Wandsworth Pet Aug 13 


LAWRENCEK, CHARLE JOSEPd, Craven House, Kingsway, 
Financier High Vourt Pet Mar27 Ord Aug 13 
LEWIs, JOHN, Bridewell pl, Printer High Court Pet 

June24 Ord Aug 12 


Lewis, THOMAS JAMES, ‘West me ool, Clothier Sun- 
derland Pet Augi2 Od Aug 

MARcUS, ISRAEL, and SAM MARC vs, Toute, Leather Mer- 
chants Leeds Pet July 17 Ord Aug 14 

MILLS, HiMAN, Leeds, Tailor's Trimmings 
Leeds Pet July 9 Ord Aug 13 


Merchant 


NOBLETT, ALBERT, Blackpool, Grocer Blackpool Pet 
Augl4 Ord Aug l4 

Tatum, Gores, Windsor, Contractor Windsor Pet 
Feb 2 Ord Aug 13 

THORPE, WILLIAM JAMES, Sparkhiil, Birmingham, 
Fruiterer Birmingham Pet Aug 13 Ord Aug 14 

Wesster, Epcar, Birmingham Birmingham Pet July 
24 Ord Aug lé 


WILKINS, HAROLD, Linden gdns, Bayswater 
Pet June26 Ord Aug 15 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazett: of July 3: 
MARCUS, ParILip, Exeter + Brondesbury 
Pet April30 Ord July1 
Amended Notice substituted for that yeast in the 
London Gazette of July 3 
ISAACS, EDWIN AARON, Great Castle st, 
mercial Traveller High Court Pet June 10 
July 28 


High Cou:t 


High Court 


eutwe cir, Com- 
Ord 


London Gazetle.—FRIDAY, Aug 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


BOXALL, EDWARD THOMAS, Cornhill, Merchant High Court 
Pet Augi7 Ord Aug 17 

JONES, ASHTON REES, Port Talbot, 
Pet Aug 19 Ord Aug 19 

MAUGHAN, Robert UxEsky, Darlington, 
on Tees Pet Augil7 Ord Aug 17 

MULLER, ALBERT, Churchfleld rd, Acton 


Glim, Grocer Neath 
Builder Stockton 


High Court Pet 


July 21 Ord Aug 19 

MULLIss, Henry Ropert, Bath, Pork Butcher Bath 
Pet Aug 18 Ord Aug 18 

PULFORD, ANNIE May, Malpas, Chester Chester Pet 


Augi8 Ord Aug 18 

Ruski, A 8, Beaufort, Mon, Boot Dealer 
July 31 Ord Aug 17 

Suita, Joun THomas, Worthington, Leicester, La‘ourer 
Burton-on-Trent Pet Augi7 Ord Aug 1? 


Tredegar Pet 


WILLIAMS, JonN, Liechwedd, Conway, Farm Labourer 
Bangor Pet Aug17 Ord Aug 17 
WILLIAMs, THomMAS JOHN, Lampeter, Cardiganshire, 


Plumber Carmarthen 





Pet Aug is Ord Aug 18 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


BoXALL, EDWARD THOMAS, Cuan e Merchant Aug 31 
at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Care; 










CORBETT, ALFRED JAMES, Sen, Spennymoor, Durham, Watchmaker Sept 16 


Hart & Co, Dorking 
Oct l 


Derby 
22 Crick & Freeman, Matdon, 
Bridge, Copthall ay 

Sept 18 Steed & Steed, Sudbury, Suffolk 
Brown, jua, 
Temple gdus, Temple 
nr Manchester 


Sept 


Waldegrave Park, Strawberry Hill, Middlx, Underwriter 


gineer 


Wilkes & | 


NICHOLSON, DANIEL, 
Billsor, Leicester 


& Co, Holmfirth Withall, 


SMITH, 


Exeter Gau'ter. Fleetwood 


Sept 21 Pace, 
JoHN 
t st 


SURTEES, RALPH, 


24 Sawyer & Withall, Regen 


USA Sept 24 Sawyer é& 


Stony Stratford 


Sept 19 Pearlman, 











Eastbourae, 
Olf Rec, 124, 


BROOMFIFLD, 
Aug 23 at 
Brighton 

CLARKE, JOHN HARWOOD, 

1, St Aldates, Oxford 


ARTHUR, 
2.30 Mariborough pil, 


Oxted, Surrey, Aug 31 at 12 





Lewis, THOMAS JAMES, West Hartlepool, Clother Sept 1 
at 2.30 Off Rec, 3, Manor p', Sanderland 

Marcus, ISRAEL, and SAM Marcus, Leeds, Leather 
Merchants Aug 28atl1i Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

MULLER, ALBERT, Churchfield rJ, Acton Aug 31 atl2 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

NORPLETT, ALBERT, Blackpool, Grocer Aug 3lat3 D.rby 


Arms, Regent st, Blackpoo! 

RICHARDSON, ISAAC MARK, and HARRY LEWIS RICHARD- 
SON, Birmingham, Tailors Aus2?8at3 Ruskin chmbrs, 
191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

raYLor, Tom, Treeton, nr Rotherham, Fitter 
1130 Off Rec, Figtree In. Shefficld 

rHORPE, WILLIAM JAMES. Birmingham, Fruiterer Aug 28 
at2.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corp ration st, Birming- 
bam 


Aug 28 a’ 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ANLEY, F, Calcutta, India High Court Pet Dec 17 
Au 
ANSELL, ANSELL LEsLtg, Park In, Clissold Park, Jewellery 


Ord 


Dealer Edmoston Pet July 21 Ord Aug 1 

CARTER, HARRY WILLIAM WHITTARD, Clarence Gate 
gdns, Reg-nt’s Park High Court Pet Feb 19 Ord 
Aug 17 


DANI®LLI, ALBERT STIMPSON, St Julian’s Farm rd, West 
Norwood High Court Pet Mar2) Ord Augl7 
GOODLAND, GILLMORE, Woldingham, Surrey High Court 
Pet Feb 6 Ord Au 

JONES, ASHTON REES, Bort Talbot, Glam, Grocer Neath 
Pet Aug 19 Ord Aug 19 

MAU HAN, Ropert HENRY, Dariington, Builder Stockton 


on Tees Pet Augi17 Ord Aug 17 
MULLISs, HenRY Ropert, Bath, Pork Butcher Bath 
Pet Aug18 Ord Aug i8 


PULFORD, ANNIE MAY, Malpas, Chester Chester Pet Aug 
18 Ord Aug 18 

RICHARDSON, ISAAC 
son, Birmingham, Tailors Birmingham 
Ord Aug 18 

SMITH, JoHN THOMAS, Worthington, ‘Leicester, Labourer 
Burton on Trent Pet Augi17 Ord Aug 17 

VILLAIN, Paut Macrice, Effra rd, Brixton, Analytical 
Chemist HighCourt Pet May 22 Ord Aug 19 

Watson, WILLIAM EDWARD, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, 
Solicitor Manchester Pet June 16 Ord Aux 18 

Wi.uaMs, Jonny, Liechwedd, Conway, Farm Labourer 
Bangor PetAugi7 Ord Aug 17 

WILLIAMS, THOMAS JOHN, Limpeter, 
then Pet Augi8 Ord Aug 18 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


QUIGLEY, CLaRA JANE, Stockport, Cheshire 
Adjud Apri! 12 1906 Annul Jaly 10 1914 

RypkER, Tom, Tunbridge Wells, Plumber, Tunbridge Wells 
Adjud Dec 30, 1912 Annul Aug 14, 1914 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 

ORDER RESCINDED. 

Dovey, Harry, Ringwood, Hants, Builder Salisbury Rec 
Ord April 23, 1913 Adjud April 23, 1913 Annni and 
Rese Aug 18, 1914 


MARK, and Lewis Harry |RICHARD 
Pet Aug 14 


Piumber Carmar- 


Stockport 


London Gazette—TUESDAY, Aug. 25. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


BRITTEN, EDWARD, Marden, Hereford, Farmer Hereford 
Pet Aug 22 Ord Aug 22 

BYRNE, JOHN, Earlestown, Lanes, Egg Merchant Warring- 
ton Pet "aug 21 Ord Aug 21 

CARDWELL, FREDERIC, Scarborough, Picture House Pro- 
prieter Scarb srough Pet Aug 20 Ord Aug 20 

FRENCH, HENRY WILFRED, Margate, Fruiterer Canter- 
bury Pet Aug 21 Ord Aug 21 

GARBETT, GEORGE, Oldswinford, Sean, Builder 
Stourbridge Pet Aug 19 Ord Aug 19 

HaAYWooD ARTHUR GhIMSHAW, Bilundelisands, Lancs, 


Cotton Broker Liverpool Pet Aug2i Ord Aug 21 
HOLMES, JoHN THOMAS, Heckington, Lincs, Saddler 
Boston Pet Aug2v Ord Aug x0 


TOWN, CHARLES DOUGLAS, Minster, Sheppey, Kent, Builder 
Rochester Pet Aug 20 Ord Aug 20 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


MULLIss, Henry ROBERT, Bath, Pork Butcher 
| 11.30 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Malpas, 


PULFORD, ANNIE May, Edge Green, 

Sept5a*t12 Cryptchmbrs, Chester 
SCUDAMORE, ALFRED, Bristol, Grocer Sept 2 at 12 

Baldwin st, Bristol 


Sept 2 at 
Chester 


NEWELL, HARRIET, St James's Palace, Westminster 
BR uch inghbam gate, Westminster 

St Paul's churchyard Oct1 Ford & Co, Bloomsbury sq 
SAUNDERS, MARY ELIZARETH, South Boston, Massachu:etts, U ‘SA Sept 
Lincoln's inn field 8 

SHAW, CHARLES BROOK, Shipley, Yorks, Piece Dyer Sept14 Wate & Co Bra‘ford 
&M AKT, “GEORGE, Notti: igham, U pholsterer Sept 30 Goodall & C», Nottingham 
SMITH, HERBERT MARSHALL, Cheyne dns, Chelsea Sept 18 Walls & Co, Old Jewry 
JOSEPHINE, Frant, Sussex 
STIRZAKER, WILLIAM, 8: alm ne, nr Poulton le Fylde, Lancs, Licensed Victualler Sept 18 


STRADLING, GEORGE Henry, Leed:, Commercial Traveller Sept 24 
STRANGE, FREDERICK, Ferron rd, Clapton 
Richmond, 


THOMPSON, JOH, Halifax, Leather Belting Manufacturer Oct 
THomMson, Joun, Coventry, Veterinary Surgeon Sept 20 
TUCKER, ANNIE PENSON, Stony Stratford, 


Sept 21 Knapp-Fisher & Sons 


24 Sawyer & 


Oct 10 Cripps & Co, Tunbridge Wells 


Ha ley Lee ts 
Davies, Queen's rd, Bayswa er 
Golden 


Oct 1 


Surrey Oct. Richardson & Co, 84, 


1 Jubb & Co, Halifax 
Pridmore & Ne'son, Coventry, 


Bucks, Newsagent Sept 18 Parrott & Son 


WARRAND HELENA ANNE, 47, Sloane grnds Sept 30 Badham & ©», Salte-s Hal! ct 
Woop, CHARLES ARTHUR KERSLEY, Plymouth Sept 25 


Bridgman & Co, College hill 


Furniture Dealer | TowN, CHARLES DOUGLAS, Minster, Sheppey, Kent, BuilJer 


Sept 2 at 3.15 77, High st, Rochester 
WILLIAMS, JoHN, Llechwedd. Conway, Carnarvon, 
Labourer Sept 4at12 Crypt chmb-s, Chester 
WILLIAMS, JOHN HENRY, Chester, Butcher Sept 4 at 11.80 
Crypt chmbrs, C_ester 
WILLIAMS, THOMAS JOHN, 
Piumber Sept % at 12.30 
marthen 


Farm 


Lampeter, Cardiganshire, 
Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Car- 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


BRITTEN, EDWARD, Marden, Hereford, Farmer 
Pet Aug 22 Ord Aug 22 

CARDWELL, FREDERIC, Scarborouzh, Picture House Pro- 
prietor Scarborough Pet Aug 20 Ord Aug 20 

CLARKE, JOHN HARWOOD, Oxted, Surrey Aylesbury Pet 


Here‘ord 


July 7 Ord Aug 22 

FRENCH, HENRY WILFRED, Margate, Fruiterer Canter- 
bury Pet Aug?2] Ord Aug 21 

GARBETT, GEOKGR, Oldswinfo d, Stourbridge, Builder 
Stourbridge Pet Aug 19 Ord Aug 20 

Haywood, ARTHUR GRIMSHAW, Blundellsan’s, Lancs, 
Cotton Broker Liverpool Pet Aug21 Ori Aug 21 

Houmes, JoHN THOMAS, Heckington, Lincs, Saddler 
Boston Pet Ang20 Ord Aug 20 


MAJENDI¥, JAMES HENRY ALEXANDER, Castle Hedingham 
Essex Colchester Pet May 1 Ord Aug 22 

ROSKIN, ANNA SARAH, Beaufort, a Boot 
Tredegar Pet July 31 Ord Aug 20 

ROWLEY, FRANK, Moorgate st High Court Pet April 30 
Ord Aug 20 

Squire, LIONEL ROBERT LITTLER, Shaftesbury av, Motor 


Dealer 


Car Manufacturer High Court Pet Jan 22 Ord 
Aug 20 
ToWN, CHARLES DovuGLas, Minster, Sheprey, Kent, 


Builder Rochester Pet Aug 20 Ord Aug £0 


THE NATIONAL HOSPITAL 


PARALYSED and EPILEPTIC, 


QUEEN SQUARE, BI.OOMSBURY, W.C. 
The largest Hospital] of its kind. 
The Charity is — at present to rely, to some 











extent, upon legaci 


Those desiriag to provide Annuities for 
relatives or frieads are asked to send for particulars 


of =- CARRYING LIFE ANNUITIES 
THE EARL OF HARROWBY, Treasurer 





INFANT ORPHAN ASYLUM, 








FATHERLESS CHILDREN. 
WANSTEAD. 


This Institution, as its name implies, is for the 
reception of Infant Children, whose parents once occupied 
a good position. They are admitted at the VERY 
EARLIEST AGE up to seven, and are clothed 
maintained and educated until fifteen years o!d. 

Apply to the Secretary for to:ms of nomination. 
NEW ANNUAL SUBSCRIPTIONS 

URGENTLY NEEDED. 
Commer. Harry C. Martin, R.N., Secy. & Supt. 
Offices: 63, Ludgate Hill, E.C. 


BRAND'S | 
MEAT JUICE 
FOR INVALIDS. 


Prepared from the Finest Meat only. 


are 





in Flasks, price 1/4 and 2/6. 
SOLD HVDRY WHERE. 





BRAND & CO., Ltd., Mayfair Works, Vauxhall, S.W 
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